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Sept enber 2004
1.0 Summary

On July 15, 2004 Steven Chester, Michigan Departmen
Environmental Quality (MDEQ) Director and Governor’
submitted a request to reclassify Muskegon County f
0zone nonattainment to Marginal ozone nonattainment
subsequent submittal supplying additional informati
August 20, 2004. The petition is based on the are
design value of 95 ppb being within 5% of the maxim
design value of 91 ppb as allowed by the Clean Air

EPA has reviewed this request and believes the area
reclassified as Marginal ozone nonattainment.

2.0 Introduction

This section describes the statutory provisions and
regarding reclassification of ozone nonattainment a
Sections 181(a)(4) and 182(b)(3) of the Clean Air A
that areas may be reclassified under certain circum
technical support document addresses the provisions
181(a)(4) and a specific request for reclassificati

by the State of Michigan. The EPA has not received
for reclassification under section 182(b)(3) for th
standard. ‘!

Under section 181(a)(4), an ozone nonattainment are
reclassified “if an area classified under paragraph
would have been classified in another category if t
value in the area were 5 percent greater or 5 perce
the level on which such classification was based.”
30, 2004 notice, we indicated that an area with a m
value of 96 ppb (or less) would be eligible to requ
down because five percent less than 96 ppb is 91 pp
design value.

The EPA previously described criteria to implement
181(a)(4) provisions in a final rule designating an
areas published on November 6, 1991 (56 FR 56698).
that notice, the provisions of section 181(a)(4) se
criteria and grant the Administrator broad discreti

or determining not to make, a reclassification. As

!Section 182(b)(3) specifies that EPA would approve
request from a State to reclassify to a higher
classification.
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1991 action, EPA developed more specific criteria t o evaluate
whether it is appropriate to reclassify a particula rarea. The
EPA also described these criteria in the April 30, 2004 final
rule. The general and specific criteria are as fol lows:

General : The EPA may consider the number of exceedances o

f

the national primary ambient air quality standard f or ozone
in the area, the level of pollution transport betwe en the
area and other affected areas, including both intra state and
interstate transport, and the mix of sources and ai r
pollutants in the area.

Request by State : The EPA does not intend to exercise its

authority to bump down areas on EPA’s own initiativ e.
Rather, EPA intends to rely on the State to submit a request
for a bump down. A Tribe may also submit such are guest
and, in the case of a multi-state nonattainment are a, all
affected States must submit the reclassification re quest.
Discontinuity . A five percent reclassification must not

result in an illogical or excessive discontinuity r elative
to surrounding areas. In particular, in light of t he area-
wide nature of ozone formation, a reclassification should
not create a “donut hole” where an area of one

classification is surrounded by areas of higher

classification.

Attainment _: Evidence should be available that the proposed

area would be able to attain by the earlier date sp ecified
by the lower classification in the case of a bump d own.
Emissions reductions . Evidence should be available that the

area would be very likely to achieve the appropriat e total
percent emission reduction necessary in order to at tain in
the shorter time period for a bump down.

Trends : Near- and long-term trends in emissions and air

qguality should support a reclassification. Histori cal air
guality data should indicate substantial air qualit y
improvement for a bump down. Growth projections an d
emission trends should support a bump down. In add ition, we
will consider whether vehicle miles traveled and ot her
indicators of emissions are increasing at higher th an normal
rates.

Years of data . For the 8-hour ozone standard, the 2001-2003

period is central to determining classification. D ata from
2004 may be used to corroborate a bump down request but



3.
should not be the sole foundation for the bump down

Limitations on Bump Downs

An area may only be reclassified to the next lower
classification. An area cannot present data from o
years as justification to be reclassified to an eve
classification. In addition, section 181(a)(4) doe
permit moving areas from subpart 2 into subpart 1.

In 1991, EPA approved reclassifications when the ar
first requirement (a request by the State to EPA) a
some of the other criteria and did not violate any
criteria (emissions, reductions, trends, etc.). In

2004 final rule on designations and classifications
our intention to use this method and these criteria
evaluate reclassification requests under section 18
minor changes described in that notice. In that no
described how we applied these criteria in 1991. F
information, see section 5, “Areas requesting a 5%
§181(a)(4) and EPA’s response to those requests,” o
Technical Support Document, October 1991, for the 1
[Docket A-90-42A.]

EPA is not basing this reclassification determinati
consideration of whether the nonattainment area bei
reclassified does or does not cause any pollution t
EPA is presently addressing ozone pollution transpo
throughout the eastern part of the United States un
Clean Air Act provisions. Specifically, EPA has pr
determination that emissions from certain states co
significantly to downwind nonattainment for ozone
section 110(a)(2)(D) through the Clean Air Intersta
(CAIR). The CAIR proposal, published in a Federal
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notice dated January 30, 2004, would require upwind
eliminate emissions that contribute significantly
nonattainment in downwind States. 69 Fed. Reg. 4545
previously issued the NOx SIP call (63 FR 57356)

interstate ozone transport. In the event of any in
transport issue, states have the obligation to deve
SIPs for each area that show timely attainment, and
any intrastate transport issues in that context.

The April 30, 2004 notice invited States to submit
reclassification requests within 30 days of the eff

the designations and classifications. The effectiv
June 15 which means that reclassification requests
submitted by July 15, 2004. This relatively short
necessary because section 181(a)(4) only authorizes
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Administrator to make such reclassifications within
the initial classification, September 15, 2004.

3.0 Background

Muskegon County is highly impacted by transport due
Michigan ozone phenomenon. Muskegon County has few
sources. EPA designated this area as Moderate due
values (design value is 95 ppb) and 1-hour values (

4.0 Recl assification Request by State

The State argues that Muskegon County should receiv
reclassification from Moderate to Marginal. The de
based on modeling showing progress toward attainmen
Marginal attainment date (2007), identification of
transport problem in the area, and a demonstration

one percent of contribution from local sources.

5.0 EPA Review of the Reclassification Request

5.1 Request by State

The request was submitted by Steven Chester, Direct
Department of Environmental Quality. The MDEQ Dire
Governor’s designee.

5.2 Discontinuity

If Muskegon County is reclassified from Moderate to
this will not result in a discontinuity or “donut h

the counties immediately bordering Muskegon County
designated as attainment or are Subpart 1 nonattain

5.3 Attainment

The Lake Michigan Air Directors Consortium (LADCo)u
results performed to support the 1-hour ozone attai
demonstration for the Lake Michigan area and applie
metrics. This modeling conducted by LADCo indicate
Muskegon County will be near attainment (86 ppb) in
However, as noted in Michigan’s petition, the LADCO
modeling was completed in 2001 and designed to asse
ozone and, as such, there are some limitations with
assess 8-hour ozone. Since this modeling was perfo
the Heavy Duty Engine rule was proposed, it does no

90 days after

to the Lake
major

to high 8-hour
121 ppb).

ea
monstration is
t by the

the ozone

of less than

or of Michigan
ctor is the

Marginal,
ole.” All of
are either
ment.

sed modeling
nment

d 8-hour ozone
s that

2007.
subregional
ss 1-hour
using it to
rmed before

t reflect



-5-

emission reductions from that national program.
recent emission inventory and base design value wou
result in lower predicted concentrations. On the o
should be noted that three of the four modeled epis
representative periods for high 8-hour ozone and ba
performance for 8-hour ozone was found to be as goo
better than) that for 1-hour ozone (page 7 of the |

July 2004 “Photochemical Modeling Analysis of 8-Hou
LaPorte County”).

Additional, regional scale, modeling from the Janua
proposed Clean Air Interstate Rule however, indica
will be in attainment (82 ppb) by 2010. The CAIR m
however, was not designed to provide results for ye
2010.

In summary, EPA believes the LADCo and CAIR modelin
not conclusive with respect to Muskegon’s attainmen
2007. Although neither analysis is as comprehensiv
assessment as would be expected with a SIP attainme
demonstration, they do provide support for a decisi
reclassify the area. Both modeling analyses indica

will be improving over the next several years.

5.4 Emissions Reductions

Because this area is so heavily impacted by transpo
from upwind areas, it would be difficult to show th
from the area will help to achieve the area’s earli
date. It can be expected that ozone values will co
decrease due to the implementation of various rules
NOx SIP Call, Tier ll/Low Sulfur, Heavy Duty Diesel
standards/low sulfur diesel, and other national rul
addition, implementation of emission reductions con
hour ozone attainment plans in the Lake Michigan ar
further reduce emissions.

Other voluntary measures being implemented in the L
area include:

» Schoolbus, nonroad vehicle and garbage truck diese
programs
» Alternative fuel fleets

2 Use of a more

Id likely

ther hand, it
odes are
secase model
d as (or

DEM & LADCo
r Ozone for

ry 2004

tes the area
odeling,
ars prior to

g analyses are
t status in

e an

nt

on to

te air quality

rted pollution
at reductions
er attainment
ntinue to
such as the
Engine

es. In

tained in 1-
ea will

ake Michigan

| retrofit

2Engine manufacturers will have flexibility to meet the new standards through a
phase-in approach between 2007 and 2010. The fuel provision will go into effect in June

2006 and will be phased-in through 2009.



» Gas can replacement programs
* Lawmower buyback programs
» Educational outreach programs and ozone action day

5.5 Trends

A short term analysis show that the 4th high ozone
area decreasing.

2002 4th high was 96 ppb
2003 4th high was 94 ppb
2004 3 4th high was 70 ppb

Further, it can be expected that ozone values will
these lower levels due to the implementation of var
such as the NOx SIP Call, Tier ll/Low Sulfur, Heavy
Engine standards/low sulfur diesel, and other natio
addition, implementation of emission reductions con
hour ozone attainment plans in the Lake Michigan ar
further reduce emissions and improve air quality.

5.6 Years of Data

The design value being used is a 2001-2003 value.
monitor’s design value is 95 ppb.

5.7 Additional Information

Muskegon is affected by overwhelming transport from
Michigan ozone phenomenon. LADCo modeling indicate
than one percent of the ozone recorded at the Muske
can be attributed to local (i.e., Muskegon Co.) emi

5.8 Conclusions

The following factors support the request for downw
to the 8-hour ozone classification for Muskegon Cou
design value of 95 ppb meets our criteria to qualif
consideration of bump down, local and regional mode
indicate air quality will be improving over the nex
years, a short term trends analysis shows ozone val
and additional reductions from regional and nationa
will continue this trend in lowering ambient ozone

3The ozone values for the 2004 ozone season through

September 1 and are preliminary.
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5.9 EPA Action

The request meets certain criteria EPA established
discontinuity, emission reductions, trends, and dat
not violate any of the criteria (attainment). Ther
approving the reclassification request for Muskegon

6.0 Additional |Information

Additional information regarding the bump down requ
area is contained in the docket for this action. T
information includes the State request, supporting
other necessary material.
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